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REMARK?; ! 

to two IT ^^^^^^P^-^i-'^-^^led. lliecxaniinerhasrestrietcd the application 

REJECTlOiV invnirn^ 35 ns«7 1 ^ 

CWms 1-3 and 5-12 are rqccted under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
byBlomqutst et al.. US 6, 496.637. equivalent Application Publication US 2002/0122647 and 

divisional US 6.71 1.336). in response to this rejection, appli^^ are providing tW^ 
antendmentwithamended Claims. More specificaUy. the limitation, of original Claims 1 2 
^d4arenowpresent in amended aaim4. Amended Claim4is sat anticipated by the aiovc 
Blomquistetal.«ferenoe and support for the amendment is provided by the original Claims 

1,2, and4asweU as througl«>ut the specificatioaAppHcants respectfully request removal 
this rejection in view of the amoidments to Qaim 4, 

REJECTION Ti^R H 3S usr 1 «w 
Claims 4 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
overBlomquistetaL(US6.496.637)asviewedby.heExaminer. lie r«a«,n cited is that 
wkleBlomquist et al. do not disclose employing at least 2.5 eqwvalents of OH groups in the 

a«»nn«edpolyoI for every equivalent ofhydroxy-reactive groups in the polycarboxyl^^ 
that "one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have recognized that an 
excess of hydroxyl groups in lie polyol are needed to react with the (meth)acrylio add or 
(meth)acrylic chloride to provide the aciylate polymerizable groups after reaction with the 

polycaAo^lic acid." Applicants respectfully traverse this Injection for the reasons set forth 
below. 

While it is true that an excess of hydroxyl groups in the polyol are needed in 
the above (esterification) reaction for the reason cited, there is nfi disclosure in Blomquist et 
al. nor even a hint thereto of how much of an excess of polyol is needed relative to 
polycarboxyHc add in this esterification reaction to afford ester product having desirable 
properties. In this invention. Applicants have found that having a 2.5 equivaJem excess Of 
polyol is key for the resulting (melh)acrylate monomer to have suitable viscosity and 
refractive index for use in photosensitive acrylate compositions. When this mtio is less than 
2.5. Applicants have fbimd the resulting ester has too high a molecular weight fbr suitable 
processing of photosensitive aciylate compositions in making waveguides. Pnrthetmoie, 
when this ratio is less than 2.5. gelling problems can occur during reaction. These points ar^ 
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disc^supported on page 8Jin« 1-9 of Applicants- specification and h«^^ 
new matter being introduced. 

In addition to the above amendment legarding Claim 4. AppUcants have 
amended dependent Claim 13 to be an independent Claim 13 (once amended) that has aU the 
imutations of original Claims 1 and 13. As indicated above. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable overBlomquist et al. (US 6.496,637) as viewed by the 
Exammer. The OfHce position is that, while Blomquist does not specifically mention the 
possibility of employing more than one photoinitiator. one skilled in the art would have been 

niotivated to enq,Ioy two or morephotoinitiators.vithareasonable expectation Of providing 
Photoinitiation and possibly with the photoinitiaton, fiinctioaing i„ a synergistic manner 
Apphcants respectfully traverse this rejection for the reasons that follow. While it may be 
true that use of two or more photoini tiators might provide a sj^ergistic effect. the« is no 
spccUicredtation in Blomquist or the Office action as to what this synergistic effect(^ 
be. InApphcants' invention, as stated on pagclj. 5-8. it is preferred that the photoinitiator 
composition be a mixtt^e of at least two photoinitiators with difftnmt extinction coefficients 
and absoq«ion maxima. Such a nuxedphotoinitator composition enables high photo contrast 
as well as fest curing speed, ihus Applicants have identified two spedfic pmperdes -photo 
contrast and curing speed - that can benefit m this invention fiom use of two or more 
photoinitiators. Neither of these are disclosed or even hinted at in the applied reference and 
Office action. Thus Applicants beUeve that their invention with respect to Claim 13 is not 
obvious over Blomquist et al. and respectfully request removal of this rejection. 

With the above amendment, AppUcants believe their application is in condition 
for allowance. A notice of aUowance for claims 3, and 4-13. as amended herein is 
respectfblly solicited. 
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If anything forther is reqinred to advance allowance of applicant's case the 
Exanimerisurgcd to contact applicants' attorney at the telephone number below. 



Respectfully submitted. 



BARBARA C. SIEGELL 
ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANTS 
Registration No.: 30,684 
Telq)hone: (302)992-4931 
Facsimile: (302)992-5374 ' 



Dated: NovemW^p, oc^f^A 
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